Technical Evaluation and BACT/MACT Determination

1
Applicant Name and Address

Georgia-Pacific Corporation

133 Peachtree Street

Atlanta, Georgia 33602

Authorized Representative:  Ronald L. Paul, Executive Vice President, Wood Products & Distribution

2
Project

The project is the construction of the G-P Hosford OSB Plant, a new oriented strandboard manufacturing facility with a capacity of 600 million square feet per year, on a 3/8-inch basis.  The project description, emissions and rule applicability are described in the permit.

3
Source Impact Analysis

As discussed in the permit, the annual potential emissions associated with this project are:  PM/PM10, 296.8; NOx, 449.6; CO, 755.8; and VOC, 413 tons per year.  An impact analysis was required for this project because it is subject to the requirements of PSD for these pollutants.

3.1
Air Quality Analysis Introduction
The proposed project will increase emissions of four regulated pollutants at levels in excess of PSD significant amounts:  PM/PM10, CO, NOx, and VOC.  PM10, and NOx are criteria pollutants and have national and state ambient air quality standards (AAQS), PSD increments, and significant impact levels defined for them.  CO is a criteria pollutant and has only AAQS and significant impact levels defined for it.

Potential emissions for VOC are above the 40 TPY significance threshold for the pollutant ozone.  The applicant presented the potential increases to the Department and the U.S. EPA, and discussed options available to predict potential impacts associated with the emissions and formation of ozone.  Based on the available information, the Department has determined that the use of regional models which incorporate the complex chemical mechanisms for predicting ozone formation are not feasible for this project.

The applicant’s initial Class II PM10 and NO2 analyses revealed a significant impact in the area surrounding the proposed facility; therefore, Class II AAQS and PSD increment analyses for PM10 and NO2 were conducted.  The Class II significant impact analysis for CO produced results that were well below the significant impact levels for the pollutant.  The maximum predicted impact for PM10 was above its de minimis ambient impact level.  However, the maximum predicted impacts for NO2 and CO were below their respective de minimis ambient impact levels.  Therefore, pre-construction monitoring of NO2 and CO at the proposed site was not required for this project. 

The applicant’s initial Class I PM10 analysis revealed a significant impact in the Bradwell Bay and St. Marks National Wilderness Areas.  However, the maximum predicted impact for NO2 was below the Class I significant impact level in the nearby Class I Areas.  Based on the preceding discussion, the air quality analyses required by the PSD regulations for this project were the following:

· A significant impact analysis for PM10, NO2, and CO in the surrounding Class II Area;

· A significant impact analysis for PM10 and NO2 in the nearby Class I Areas ;

· A Class II AAQS and PSD increment analysis for PM10 and NO2;

· A Class I PSD increment analysis for PM10;

· An analysis of impacts on soils, vegetation, visibility, and of growth-related air quality modeling impacts.

Based on these required analyses, the Department has reasonable assurance that the proposed project, as described in this report and subject to the conditions of approval proposed herein, will not cause or significantly contribute to a violation of any AAQS or PSD increment.  However, the following EPA-directed stack height language is included:  "In approving this permit, the Department has determined that the application complies with the applicable provisions of the stack height regulations as revised by EPA on July 8, 1985 (50 FR 27892).  Portions of the regulations have been remanded by a panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit in NRDC v. Thomas, 838 F. 2d 1224 (D.C. Cir. 1988).  Consequently, this permit may be subject to modification if and when EPA revises the regulation in response to the court decision.  This may result in revised emission limitations or may affect other actions taken by the source owners or operators."  A more detailed discussion of the required analyses follows.

3.2
Models and Meteorological Data Used in the Air Quality Analysis

PSD Class II Area

The EPA-approved Industrial Source Complex Short-Term (ISCST3) dispersion model was used to evaluate the pollutant emissions from the proposed project in the surrounding Class II Area.  This model determines ground-level concentrations of inert gases or small particles emitted into the atmosphere by point, area, and volume sources.  It incorporates elements for plume rise, transport by the mean wind, Gaussian dispersion, and pollutant removal mechanisms such as deposition.  The ISCST3 model allows for the separation of sources, building wake downwash, and various other input and output features.  A series of specific model features, recommended by the EPA, are referred to as the regulatory options.  The applicant used the EPA recommended regulatory options.  Direction-specific downwash parameters were used for all sources for which downwash was considered.  The stacks associated with this project all satisfied the good engineering practice (GEP) stack height criteria.

Meteorological data used in the ISCST3 model consisted of a concurrent 5-year period of hourly surface weather observations and twice-daily upper air soundings from National Weather Service (NWS) stations at Tallahassee, Florida (surface data) and Apalachicola, Florida (upper air data).  The 5-year period of meteorological data was from 1986 through 1990.  These NWS stations were selected for use in the study because they are the closest primary weather stations to the study area and are most representative of the project site.  The surface observations included wind direction, wind speed, temperature, cloud cover, and cloud ceiling.

PSD Class I Area

The ISCST3 and the California Puff (CALPUFF) dispersion models were used to evaluate the pollutant emissions from the proposed project in the Bradwell Bay (BBNWA) and St. Marks (SMNWA) National Wilderness Areas.  CALPUFF is a non-steady state, Lagrangian, long-range transport model that incorporates Gaussian puff dispersion algorithms.  This model determines ground-level concentrations of inert gases or small particles emitted into the atmosphere by point, line, area, and volume sources.  The CALPUFF model has the capability to treat time-varying sources.  It is also suitable for modeling domains from tens of meters to hundreds of kilometers, and has mechanisms to handle rough or complex terrain situations.  Finally, the CALPUFF model is applicable for inert pollutants as well as pollutants that are subject to linear removal and chemical conversion mechanisms.

The meteorological data used in the CALPUFF model was processed by the California Meteorological (CALMET) model.  The CALMET model utilizes data from multiple meteorological stations and produces a three-dimensional gridded modeling domain of hourly temperature and wind fields.  The wind field is enhanced by the use of terrain data which is input into the model.  Two-dimensional fields such as mixing heights, dispersion properties, and surface characteristics are produced by the CALMET model as well.  For this project, the CALMET model produced a modeling domain centered over Liberty County that was approximately 475 km in the east-west direction by 300 km in the north-south direction. This modeling domain was produced by utilizing 1990 meteorological data from 3 upper air, 8 surface, and 57 precipitation stations located throughout the states of Florida, Georgia, and Alabama.

3.3
Significant Impact Analysis

Typically, in order to conduct a significant impact analysis, the applicant conducts modeling using only the proposed project's emissions at worst case conditions.  The highest predicted short-term concentrations and highest predicted annual averages predicted by this modeling are compared to the appropriate significant impact levels for the Class I and Class II Areas.  If this modeling at worst case conditions shows significant impacts, additional modeling that includes the emissions from surrounding facilities is required to determine the project’s impacts on the existing air quality and any applicable AAQS or PSD increments.  If no significant impacts are shown, the applicant does not have to conduct any further modeling.

The significant impact analysis submitted for this project contained two separate analyses; one for the surrounding Class II Area, and another for the BBNWA and SMNWA, which are the nearest Class I Areas.  The following paragraphs explain the methodologies and results of these analyses:

PSD Class II Area

Receptors were placed around the proposed facility, which is located in a PSD Class II Area.  A combination of fence line, near-field, mid-field, and far-field receptors were utilized for predicting maximum concentrations in the vicinity of the project.  The fence line and near-field receptors consisted of discrete Cartesian receptors spaced at 100 meter intervals from the facility fence line out to the first mid-field polar receptor ring.  The mid-field receptors consisted of a polar receptor grid with 7 rings and 10( spacing radials out to a distance 5 km from the facility.  The far-field receptors consisted of polar receptor grid with 9 rings and 10( spacing radials out to a distance of 14 km from the facility.  For each pollutant subject to PSD and also subject to PSD increment and/or AAQS analyses, this modeling compares maximum predicted impacts due to the project with PSD significant impact levels to determine whether significant impacts due to the project are predicted in the vicinity of the facility.  The table below shows the results of the significant impact modeling for the Class II Area:

Maximum Project Air Quality Impacts for Comparison to the PSD
Class II Significant Impact Levels in the Vicinity of the Facility

	Pollutant
	Averaging
Time
	Max Predicted Impact (ug/m3)
	Significant Impact Level (ug/m3)
	Significant Impact?

	PM10 
	Annual
24-hour
	10.2
31.7
	1
5
	YES
YES

	CO
	8-hour
1-hour
	18.3
44.6
	500
2000
	NO
NO

	NO2
	Annual
	2.9
	1
	YES


The results of the significant impact modeling revealed that the maximum predicted air quality impact due to PM10 and NO2 emissions from the proposed project were greater than the significant impact levels for both pollutants.  Therefore, the applicant was required to conduct full impact modeling in the Class II Area for PM10 and NO2. 

PSD Class I Area

Eighteen discrete receptors were placed along the border and inside the BBNWA, and one hundred twenty seven discrete receptors were placed along the border and inside the SMNWA which are the closest PSD Class I Areas.  The BBNWA is located approximately 30 km southeast of the project, and SMNWA is located approximately 56 km southeast of the project.  The maximum predicted impacts for PM10 and NO2 due to the proposed project were compared to their respective Class I significant impact levels to determine whether there was a significant impact in either the BBNWA or SMNWA.  The table below shows the results of the Class I significant impact modeling:

Maximum Project Air Quality Impacts for Comparison to the PSD
Class I Significant Impact Levels (BBNWA & SMNWA)

	Pollutant
	Averaging
Time
	Max. Predicted Impact at Class I Area (ug/m3)
	Proposed EPA Significant Impact Level (ug/m3)
	Significant
Impact?

	PM10

	Annual

24-hour
	0.05

1.5
	0.2

0.3
	NO

YES

	NO2
	Annual
	0.06
	0.1
	NO


The results of the significant impact modeling revealed that there were significant impacts predicted due to the emissions of PM10 during the 24-hour averaging period from this project in the BBNWA and SMNWA.  However, the impact was less than significant for NO2 in the BBNWA and SMNWA.  Therefore, full impact modeling was only required for PM10 emissions from this project in the Class I Areas.

3.4
Full Impact Modeling

Full impact modeling is modeling that combines the impact of the proposed project along with the impact of other major sources located within the vicinity of the project.  The results of this modeling are compared to the applicable AAQS and PSD increments.
PSD AAQS Analysis

The AAQS represents the maximum concentration of a pollutant that ambient air may contain.  Atmospheric dispersion modeling, as previously described, was performed to quantify the amount of PM10 and NO2 in the ambient air surrounding the facility.  To make the modeling conservative, the maximum predicted impact was added to a background concentration that was observed at a local air monitor.  The results of this analysis are shown in the table below.  Maximum PM10 and NO2 concentrations predicted for the proposed project did not show any impacts greater than the AAQS for all corresponding averaging periods.  Therefore, the proposed project will not contribute to a violation of the AAQS for PM10 and NO2, and may be permitted by Department rules.

PSD AAQS Analysis

	Pollutant
	Averaging Time
	Max. Predicted Impact
(ug/m3)
	Background Conc. (ug/m3)
	Total Predicted Impact
(ug/m3)
	AAQS (ug/m3)
	Impact Greater Than AAQS?

	PM10

	Annual

24-hour
	10.6

22.6
	27

54
	37.6

76.6
	50

150
	NO

NO

	NO2
	Annual
	21.6
	16
	37.6
	100
	NO


PSD Class II Increment Analysis

The PSD increment represents the amount that sources constructed after the PSD Baseline Dates, (February 8, 1988 for NO2 and January 6, 1975 for PM10 ), may increase ambient ground level concentrations of a pollutant.  Atmospheric dispersion modeling, as previously described, was performed to quantify the amount of PSD increment consumed in the Class II Area surrounding the facility.  The results of this analysis are shown in the table below.  Maximum PM10 and NO2 concentrations predicted for the proposed project at receptors in the Class II Area do not show any impacts greater than the PSD Class II increment for the corresponding averaging periods.  Therefore, the proposed project will not contribute to a violation of the Class II increment for PM10 or NO2, and may be permitted by Department rules.

PSD Class II Increment Analysis

	Pollutant
	Averaging Time
	Max. Predicted Impact (ug/m3)
	Allowable Increment (ug/m3)
	Impact Greater Than Allowable Increment?

	PM10

	Annual

24-hour
	10.2

29.4
	17

30
	NO

NO

	NO2
	Annual
	2.9
	25
	NO


PSD Class I Increment Analysis

Atmospheric dispersion modeling, as previously described, was performed to quantify the amount of PSD increment consumed in the BBNWA and SMNWA Class I Areas.  The results of this analysis are shown in the table below.  Maximum 24-hour PM10 concentrations predicted for the proposed project at receptors in both of the Class I Areas do not show any impacts greater than the PSD Class I increment for the corresponding averaging period.  Therefore, the proposed project will not contribute to a violation of the Class II increment for PM10 and may be permitted by Department rules.

PSD Class I Increment Analysis (BBNWA & SMNWA)

	Pollutant
	Averaging

Time
	Max. Predicted

Impact (ug/m3)
	Allowable

Increment (ug/m3)
	Impact Greater Than Allowable Increment?

	PM10
	24-hour
	1.3
	8
	NO


The applicant agreed to further emission controls at the proposed facility after this ambient impact  modeling analysis was conducted.  Therefore, the results shown in all of the tables above are conservative.

3.5
Additional Impacts Analysis
Impact On Soils, Vegetation, And Wildlife

The maximum ground-level concentrations predicted to occur for all regulated pollutants, as a result of the proposed project, including background concentrations and all other nearby sources, will be less than the respective ambient air quality standard (AAQS).  The project impacts are less than the AAQS for all regulated pollutants, and less than the applicable allowable increments for all regulated pollutants.  Because the AAQS are designed to protect both the public health and welfare, it is reasonable to assume the impacts on soils, vegetation, and wildlife will be minimal or insignificant.

Impact On Visibility

Due to the close proximity of this project to the BBNWA and SMNWA Class I Areas, a regional haze analysis was performed.  The CALPUFF dispersion model was recommended by the Department of the Interior for use this regional haze analyses because of its ability to handle atmospheric chemical transformations as well as wet/dry deposition.  The results of the refined CALPUFF analysis predicted a change in visibility of 1.36%.  This impact is below the NPS threshold of 5%, and it indicates that the proposed project will not have an adverse impact on visibility and regional haze in the BBNWA or the SMNWA.

Growth-Related Air Quality Impacts

There will be a short-term increase in the labor force to construct the project.  This temporary increase will not result in significant commercial and residential growth in the vicinity of the project.  Operation of the proposed OSB plant will require approximately 120 new permanent employees.  It is anticipated that a large percentage of the work force will come from the local population.  As a result, growth in the region will not be extensive.

4
MACT Determination 

As discussed in Section II of the permit, since 2000 when PSD-FL-282 was issued, this facility has been and is presently subject to a case-by-case MACT determination for control of HAP emissions under Section 112(g) of the Clean Air Act. The final promulgated MACT standard (40 CFR 63, Subpart DDDD) for Plywood and Composite Wood Products (PCWP) was published in the Federal Register on July 30, 2004 with an effective date of  September 28, 2004. Existing PCWP facilities, including this facility, must comply by October 1, 2007. Until the compliance date, this facility is subject to the more stringent limits of this permit or of that standard.    

5
BACT Determination Requested by The Applicant

The applicant proposed BACT for the PSD pollutants PM/PM10, NOx, CO and VOC as determined for PSD-FL-282. BACT was proposed to be regenerative thermal oxidizers (RTOs) for the dryers, an RTO/TCO for the panel press, directing emissions to the dryer system from the thermal oil system burners, baghouses for the enclosed material handling emissions units, and precautions to prevent fugitive particulate matter and VOC emissions for the fugitive sources.  The applicant proposed that its originally selected controls for the existing permit (PSD-FL-282 issued in 2000) be again selected as the “top” BACT control technologies for this expansion/modification.  Because of uncertainty associated with the quality of the furnish material (raw logs), the applicant proposed emission limits in terms of mass emissions (pounds per hour) rather than control efficiency or production based limitations.  The mass emission limits proposed were based on factoring the original emission estimates according to the increase in production.

6
BACT Determination By The Department
In accordance with Chapter 62-212, F.A.C., this BACT determination is based on the maximum degree of reduction of each pollutant emitted which the Department, on a case by case basis, taking into account energy, environmental and economic impacts, and other costs, determines is achievable through application of production processes and available methods, systems, and techniques for control of each such pollutant.  In addition, Rule 62-212.400(6)(a), F.A.C., states that in making the BACT determination, the Department shall give consideration to:

1.
Any Environmental Protection Agency determination of BACT pursuant to Section 169 of the Clean Air Act, and any emission limitation contained in 40 CFR Part 60 (Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources) or 40 CFR Part 61 (National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants).

2.
All scientific, engineering, and technical material and other information available to the Department.

3.
The emission limiting standards or BACT determination of any other state.

4.
The social and economic impact of the application of such technology.

The EPA currently directs that BACT should be determined using the "top-down" approach.  In this approach, available control technologies are ranked in order of control effectiveness for the emissions unit under review.  The most stringent alternative is evaluated first.  That alternative is selected as BACT unless the alternative is found to not be achievable based on technical considerations or energy, environmental or economic impacts.  If this alternative is eliminated for these reasons, the next most stringent alternative is considered.  This top-down approach is continued until BACT is determined.  In general EPA has identified five key steps in the top-down BACT process:  Identify alternative control technologies; eliminate technically infeasible options; rank remaining control technologies by control effectiveness; evaluate most effective controls; and then select BACT.

The Department will consider the control or reduction of “non-regulated” air pollutants when determining the BACT limit for regulated pollutants, and will weigh control of non-regulated air pollutants favorably when considering control technologies for regulated pollutants.  The Department will also favorably consider control technologies that utilize pollution prevention strategies.  These approaches are consistent with EPA’s consideration of environmental impacts.

The EPA has determined that a BACT determination shall not result in a selection of a control technology that would not meet any applicable emission limitation under 40 CFR Part 60 (Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources) or 40 CFR Part 63 (National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants).  There are no such limits applicable to this project.

The BACT evaluation should be performed for each emissions unit and pollutant under consideration.  For this project, the BACT evaluation was performed for the dryers, panel press and thermal oil system for PM/PM10, NOx, CO, VOC and VE, for the material handling emissions units for PM/PM10 and VE, and for the fugitive sources for PM/PM10 and VOC emissions.

In addition to the information submitted by the applicant in its application and that information mentioned above, the Department may rely upon other available information in making its BACT determination.  For this project, the Department also relied upon information provided by the applicant of recent permit decisions made for similar facilities in Arkansas (G-P, Fordyce, AR), Virginia (G-P, Brookneal, VA) and Alabama (L-P, Hanceville, AL).  The Department also relied on an excerpt of NCASI Technical Bulletin 772 (January 1999) Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from Wood Products Manufacturing Facilities Part V – Oriented Strandboard, provided to the Department by the applicant.  The Department also relied upon information in EPA’s RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse and upon information provided in comments by EPA Region 4 and the Air Quality Branch of the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  For each emission source, the Department’s BACT determination is based on this information and the informed judgement of the Department.

7
BACT Analysis and Department’s Determination

PSD pollutants for this project are PM/PM10, VE, NOx, CO, and VOC.  The applicant proposed control technologies for these pollutants based on the current BACT determination for the existing permit (PSD-FL-282). The Department accepts the applicant’s proposed technologies as indicated in the following:

7.1
Dryers

Each dryer will be equipped with multiclones ahead of its connection to the RTOs at a pressure equalization chamber.  Dryers are used to dry the wood flakes prior to incorporation into layers with resin that will be pressed to form oriented strandboard.  The facility will have five dryers that are direct fired with wood fines with pipeline natural gas as a backup fuel, and also utilize heat in the exhaust gas of the thermal oil system during normal operation.  Each dryer’s heat input will be 40 mmBtu/hr on either wood or natural gas for a total of 200 mmBtu/hr.  Each dryer will exhaust through its associated multiclones and then to a pressure equalization chamber to the two RTOs.  Each RTO will be sized to accommodate the flow of up to three dryers.  Each RTO will have a heat input of 32 mmBtu/hr for a total of 64 mmBtu/hr.  Both RTOs will be required to control all five dryers.  If one RTO is offline for bakeout, washout or other maintenance, then only three dryers will be in operation.  Permit conditions specify these operating conditions.

PM/PM10, NOx, CO, VOC and visible emissions are the pollutants of concern from the dryers.  Particulate matter and VOC – from naturally occurring hydrocarbons present in the wood that are evaporated – are pollutants that result from the drying of the wood flakes, while particulate matter, NOx, CO and VOC are formed by the incomplete combustion of fuels fired in the dryers.  Visible emissions will result principally from emission of particulate matter, but may also be present because of VOC or NOx emissions.  Insufficient oxygen and poor combustion conditions will increase emissions of particulate matter, CO and VOC.  NOx forms principally from two mechanisms, fuel NOx and thermal NOx.  Fuel-bound nitrogen combines with oxygen during combustion to form fuel NOx.  Fuel NOx is not a significant issue with combustion of wood or natural gas because both are low in fuel-bound nitrogen.  Thermal NOx is formed from dissociation of elemental nitrogen and subsequent oxidation during combustion.  Thermal NOx formation is increased with increasing combustion temperatures.  Control of thermal NOx typically consists of combustion system and burner design to limit peak flame temperatures and staged combustion to maintain reducing conditions at areas of peak flame temperature.  The RTOs, which will be fired exclusively with natural gas, will add emissions of NOx associated with combustion of the natural gas in the RTO burners.  Some CO emissions may also be associated with incomplete combustion of incoming particulate matter (for example, condensable VOCs) in the RTOs.

For PSD-FL-282, the applicant proposed to use low NOx burners in the dryers to minimize NOx formation, regenerative thermal oxidizers (also with low NOx burners) to control emissions of PM/PM10, CO and VOC, and multiclones for each dryer preceding the RTOs to limit particulate matter loading to the RTOs to minimize particulate fouling of the RTO thermal media.  The applicant suggested that this combination of controls represents the top level of control.  The applicant proposed emission limits based on overall control efficiencies of 95.4% for PM/PM10, 75% for CO and 95% for VOC.  A review of the RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC) data shows that BACT is the use of combustion control (for NOx) and RTOs in many cases.

The Department agreed with the applicant’s proposed control technologies for PSD-FL-282.  The Department required the use of multiclones and RTOs and set mass emission limits for the dryers consistent with the control efficiencies expected.  The equivalent 95% control efficiency for VOC will also control volatile organic HAP emissions to the same degree.  Particulate HAP emissions will also be controlled to a level similar to the 95.4% particulate matter control efficiency.  The Department did not set a minimum control efficiency for these pollutants to address the applicant’s concerns regarding uncertainty and future variability in the quality of the furnished material that may affect short-term levels of control, particularly during annual compliance tests.  The Department set a limit for NOx emissions consistent with the applicant’s proposed control via low NOx burners.  The Department set a VE limit of 10% consistent with the level of emissions expected from the RTOs during normal operation.  This opacity limit was increased from 5% to accommodate the unique design of these controls.
7.2
Panel Press

The press is used to compress layers of 8 ft. by 24 ft. mats of wood flakes, resin and wax, that are later cut into 4 ft. by 8 ft. sheets of oriented strandboard product.  The press will be indirectly heated using oil as the heat transfer medium.  Emissions from the press will be controlled with an RTO or Regenerative Catalytic Oxidizer (RCO).  The RTO/RCO will have a heat input of 16 mmBtu/hour.

VOC, CO and a small amount of PM/PM10 are emitted from the press.  VOC is emitted from the wood and resin during the heated pressing operation.  CO is emitted also as a result of partial oxidation of VOCs emitted.  The particulate matter is principally condensable hydrocarbons.  As with the dryers, the RTO/RCO for the press will create emissions of NOx and some CO.  Visible emissions will be related to particulate matter and possibly VOC and NOx emissions.

The applicant proposed to use a regenerative thermal oxidizer (with a low NOx burner) to control emissions of PM/PM10, CO and VOC.  Multiclones are not required preceding the RTO/RCO because of the low particulate load from the press.  The applicant suggested that this control represents the top level of control.  The applicant proposed emission limits based on overall control efficiencies of 75% for PM/PM10, 75% for CO and 95% for VOC.  A review of the RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC) data shows that BACT is the use of an RTO in many cases.

The Department agreed with the applicant’s proposed control technology for PSD-FL-282.  The Department required the use of an RTO/RCO and set mass emission limits for the dryers consistent with the control efficiencies expected.  The 95% control efficiency for VOC will also control volatile organic HAP emissions to the same degree.  Particulate HAP emissions will also be controlled to a level similar to the 75% particulate matter control efficiency.  As with the dryers, the Department did not set a minimum control efficiency for these pollutants.  The Department set a limit for NOx emissions consistent with the applicant’s proposed control via a low NOx burner for the RTO.  The Department set a VE limit of 10% consistent with the level of emissions expected from the RTO during normal operation.  This opacity limit was increased from 5% to accommodate the unique design of these controls.

7.3
Enclosed Material Handling Emissions Units

The enclosed material handling processes are used to transport sawdust and wood waste that result from various trimming and sawing operations to the fuel feed system for the dryers and thermal oil system.  Particulate emissions for most units are controlled by integrated cyclones and baghouses.  
These emissions units emit PM/PM10 and visible emissions.  The applicant proposed to use integrated cyclones and baghouses to control particulate emissions, and suggested this is the top control technology.  The applicant proposed emissions in units of pounds per hour based upon control efficiencies guaranteed by the equipment vendor.

For PSD-FL-282, the Department agreed with the applicant’s proposed technology and set mass emission limits based on BACT determinations of 0.01 grains per dry standard cubic foot (gr/dscf) for emissions units 006 and 008, 0.005 gr/dscf for emissions units 004 and 005, 98% control efficiency for emissions unit 010, and greater than 99.99% control efficiency for emissions units 003, 007 and 009.  For purposes of estimating potential emissions from these emissions units, all PM was considered to be PM10.  Visible emissions were limited to 5% opacity at all times.

7.4
Thermal Oil System

The thermal oil system is used to provide heat to the press.  It consists of two heaters that use oil as a heat transfer medium, with each heater equipped with a 40 mmBtu/hr wood fuel burner and a 30 mmBtu/hr natural gas fuel backup burner.  Each heater is controlled independently, and neither is configured to fire wood and natural gas simultaneously.  Exhaust from the heaters is directed to an electrostatic precipitator (ESP), and from there normally routed to the dryer system.  The emissions unit associated with the thermal oil system is the bypass stack used to direct emissions from the ESP to the atmosphere when the dryer system is not operating or otherwise not available.

As with the dryers this emissions unit will emit PM/PM10, NOx, CO and VOC.  The applicant did not propose BACT for this emissions unit because its exhaust is normally directed to the dryers and is therefore controlled by the dryer multiclones and RTOs.

Rather than set emission limits for wood firing while this unit emits directly to the atmosphere, the Department determined that BACT for this emissions unit is the exclusive firing of natural gas when exhaust is emitted directly to the atmosphere from this emissions unit and firing of wood when exhaust is emitted directly to the atmosphere from this emissions unit through its ESP.  Operation of the ESP is required at all times when firing wood.  Switching to firing natural gas is required when the ESP is off.  Emissions are otherwise not limited.

This emissions unit is also subject to the requirements of 40 CFR 60 Subpart Dc, Standards of Performance for Small Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam Generating Units (40 CFR 60.40c – 60.48c) for the periods whenever exhaust is emitted directly to the atmosphere from this emissions unit.  Because fuel usage during these periods is limited to natural gas, only the reporting and record keeping requirements of the NSPS apply.  This emissions unit is also subject to the requirements of Rule 62-296.410(2), F.A.C., for carbonaceous fuel burning equipment, which limits visible emissions and particulate matter while firing wood fuel.  Emissions from the thermal oil system are routed to the dryer system while wood fuel is fired and the particulate and visible emission limits for the dryer system are more stringent than the limits of this rule.  Compliance with the dryer system limits will ensure compliance with the requirements for carbonaceous fuel burning equipment applicable to the thermal oil system.

7.5
Fugitive Sources

A BACT determination is required for the fugitive sources of PM/PM10 and VOC, per Rule 62-212.400.  The applicant proposed to use reasonable precautions to control unconfined emissions of particulate matter and VOC.  The Department agreed with the proposed BACT.  The permit specifies the reasonable precautions in conditions 10 and 11 of Section II of the permit.

7.6
BACT Excess Emissions Approval

Pursuant to Rule 62-210.700 F.A.C., the Department, through this BACT determination, will allow excess emissions for up to two hours for periods of startup and shutdown for the dryers, press and thermal oil system.  Excess emissions for startup and shutdown are not permitted for the enclosed material handling sources.  Excess emissions from malfunctions as defined in Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C., are permitted for up to two hours as provided by rule and permit.  These excess emissions periods shall be reported as required in condition 25 in Section II of the permit.

8
Mact Emissions 
The estimated annual potential emissions of regulated hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) varies depending on the hours the thermal oil system is operated in the bypass mode, as follows:

	Pollutants
	Thermal oil system operated in bypass mode less than 500 hours per year, tons/year
	Thermal oil system operated in bypass mode more than 500 hours per year, tons/year
	Thermal oil system operated in bypass mode more than 3300 hours per year, tons/year
	MACT significant emission rate, tons/year

	Formaldehyde
	9.8
	>10
	>10
	10

	Total HAPs
	23.7
	<25
	>25
	25


Rule 62-204.800(10)(d)2, F.A.C., requires a MACT review for all major sources of HAPs that are to be constructed or reconstructed, unless:

(a)
The source is specifically regulated or exempted from regulation under a standard issued pursuant to Section 112(d) “emission Standards,” Section 112(h) “Work Practice Standards and Other Requirements,” or Section 112(j) “Equivalent Emission Limitation by Permit,” and incorporated in another subpart of 40 CFR Part 63; or

(b)
The owner or operator of the major source received an air construction permit for the construction or reconstruction project before July 1, 1997, or the source was constructed or reconstructed before July 1, 1997.

In accordance with 40 CFR 63 Subpart B, which was adopted in Florida Administrative Code Chapter 62-204, Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) emission limitation for new sources means the emission limitation which is not less stringent than the emission limitation achieved by the best controlled similar source, and which reflects the maximum degree of reduction in emissions that the permitting authority, taking into consideration the cost of achieving such emission reduction, and any non-air quality health and environmental impacts and energy requirements, determines is achievable by the constructed source.

Similar source means a stationary source or process that has comparable emissions and is structurally similar in design and capacity to a constructed or reconstructed source such that the source could be controlled using the same control technology.

In addition, the regulations state that in making the MACT Determination, the Department should give consideration to:

(a)
Any Environmental Protection Agency proposed relevant emission standard pursuant to section 112(d) or section 112(h) of the Act or an adopted presumptive MACT determination for the source category which includes the constructed or reconstructed major source.

(b)
Available information as defined in 40 CFR 63.41.

8 .1
MACT Analysis and Department’s Determination

For this facility, the majority of HAPs emitted are VOCs, so control technologies for VOCs are applicable to control of HAPs.  The Department reviewed EPA’s information on similar sources and EPA’s promulgated MACT standards for Plywood and Composite Wood Products. The promulgated standards, for the add-on control option, essentially require 90% reduction across the control device of VOC.  The Department’s BACT determination, control technology requirements and emission limits for the dryers and press effectively require 95% reduction and thus are more stringent than the level of control of the promulgated MACT and the control of similar sources.  The Department hereby establishes that its BACT determination for this permit is also its case-by-case MACT determination for this facility.

9
Compliance

The compliance methods are detailed in Section III of the permit.  Briefly, annual tests are required for the dryer and press RTOs.  Monitoring and record keeping are required of operational parameters.  Emission testing is required for the thermal oil system initially and upon renewal of each operation permit to provide information for estimating emissions.  Compliance testing for the visible emission limitations for the dryers, press and thermal oil system is required on an annual basis.  After initial particulate matter emission testing, further testing of the enclosed material handling emissions units is not required because an alternative limitation of 5% opacity is specified per Rule 62-297.620(4), F.A.C.  Initial particulate matter emission testing of the spray booth (emissions unit 010) is not required because of its low potential emissions.  Daily visual observation of the material handling sources is required for periodic monitoring of the particulate matter control equipment.

10
Final Determination

Based on the foregoing technical evaluation, the Department has made a final determination that the proposed project will comply with all applicable state and federal air pollution regulations.  The Department’s final determination is to issue the final permit to allow construction of the new oriented strandboard facility.

Details of This Analysis May be Obtained by Contacting:

Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Bureau of Air Regulation

Mail Station #5505

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida  32399-2400

Telephone:  850/488-0114
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